
The first tbree. of these co'n-d-itions 
bave cha'Ned onlv'in substitutin g  the 

ai_ broader term "h y drocarbon"' for ",oil" in 
the first* proposed criterion. The AQenc 
has declined tgsjl.~ nq the term 
212pducin to "be~;Arin in the f  - irsi ,__,k  
condition because it did not want to 
ppen 
exem t' n ol  a er lar -7e arreas 
JeRfvte coj~~ wbich become Nefitj ied 
as beiTiS  caDable of Droducin-2 one or 	 tl 

,Ra ar 
' 
uuacuL Similarly, the Agency  

bas cliosen not to define fur ~her the term 
"economically .or technolog Icall y  
impractical." After considering  the 
alternativ 

- 
es, the A gency decided it was 

more appropriate t-o leave the 
deterrninafion .of  what is er is not 
economically  or teChnoloFizally  
impractical to the discretion of the 
Director i-n the particular case. 

The fourth exe miption is ne'w. It is an 
atternpt to respond to those comme-nters 
who cot-rectl' y  pohated out that certain 
Class Ill miiiing  operations me-cessaril y  
involve thcl subsideniCe or collapse of 
strata above the ih j ection zone. In such 
-c-ases, the Probability  of harm to the 
overl ying  & q uifers is substantial once 

T 	4 	ncision operations are underw'a y . "tic d%- 
to protect thOse a nulfers is more 

I-TiateIV fllbcle at the time tbc-app-rot-, 
minina operation is pc-rmitted. 

In cases where the Director chooses to 
exempt an.,col-Quifer,  he. is reguired to 
s rubmit not.onl y  detailed maps, b: ~ t al-go 
Ic;ent iQtification  in suvvorl of the 

_pxemption. 
The Director nia y  exempt a quifers as 

part of tiie State progam. he submits to 
EPA for approvC.I. 7'herefore, the 
designations, by  thenatuAre of the 
process, are subp-ect to public heai ~mg  
and conunentas well as the revieNv and 
approval of Ut%. 'I"ile D ► rectoir lis "ree to A 

change the desimmations or adcl to flhern 
at a later date. Such a c1hanc;e, however, 
woiila' constiti-ite a rrAa.'ior niod'11 - icatioll of 
the C-Lpproved Statee pro-irairi aiid, as a 
maj or modification, is siib i ect to pub'lic 
bearing  and coniment, as iveLl as EPA 
review and approval. 

C. Area o f Review ond Corrective 
Action. N-10st of the con iments received 
on &.e revised area of r eview / corrective 
-action concept contained in the 
reproposed 40 CMi Part 146 were 
generall y  supportive, althou gh a number 
of specific su ggestions were niade. First, 
a number of com-menters pointed out 
that the e quation provided in the 
proposed ~ 146.06 ivas applicable only  
in certain circumstances. EPA.a grees, 

--bu,tinote's----tha-t---in--propa-se-d § 146.06 ( cl, 
the-altemative calls onl y  for the 

1 	U4 	A- 	I CO 	of the zone of enclangerin g  
Ln AA-IA u c a 	lL-,i L 3, " "P0.1 c0rt'.Arl 
para ► ete•s. i iie rn(,c.~ *f'Vd '01-M Of 4"1"0 
eq uation pi-ovided in tlizit section1vas 

illustrative on. d for. the convenie nce of 
the reader. It was not intended to 
represent the onl y  acceptable e q uation 
to be used in all cases. 
Second, a number of commenters 

I suggested that the applIC-,unt for a t  r-l- prmi t 
be given a voice in the decision of huw 
the area of review would be deteriniried 
for his well or f-ield. EPA agrees and has 
added to'the Tegulations giving  the 
Director discretion to collsult the 
applicant in this re gard (§ 1463.06). Third, 
some conimenters sti gg-ested Lhat the 
one-quarter mile radius be made an 
absolute minimum re g ardless, of, ivhether 
the zone of endan gering  influence %,.-.ds 
determ ined as fixed distance or lhrou gh 
computation. EPA disa grees with this 
guggestion. In C11se.9 ivhere the zone of 
endangerin g  influence is actilallv less 
than a quarter of a nille, such a 
re q uirement would forct, the applicant to 
expend resources and O'c) woirk which 
nia y  not be j ustified by  Llie expected 
b c n c f i t s. F ir, 0' 	Eome co=enters 
suggi-sted, that the area of review be 
draw'n froin thp- e&e of a field or projett-
rather than the ilidividL131 Well. EPA 
aorees. The concept was includeci in the 
language of the pi-oposed § 	and 
has been retained i,-n the final 
requirem, erit. 
Two comments were made with 

regard to the propose-J corrective actio 
' 
n 

req•irenient. The first suonesition i-vas 
thiat the tex-t of Lhe proposed re gulations 
seerns to impl y  L~ at it iso up to ffie 
applicant to colihrlict the ir)fol,.rnation on 
th- e i-1. ii-Tinber of wells penetTatLrig  the 
in j ec6o-n zone AvIth-in Oie Erea oll review. 
T'he ar-~--umnent is that sluch information is 
kept by  the St 'ate and, tfler e.fore, t ~h.e 
re q uirement shou'jd be for the State, 
ralulier thEM for the applicant, to g ath e r 
thiq- information. 'l"ne Aqeric y  agrees 
onlir in p.--!rt. lVhile it is conrect. Lhc-it in 
nIZIMV CEI-Ses this Ll,fon-naClon is in the 
files ol' C-11e State, 	there'fol-e, 
S;MP 1iC.`,-V ivould sucoest that &~ e State 4 	IL 	I ~ - 	 're,  " 

should miake u8e of t't'il's i-ii'i'ormation in 
the review oll the permit aTiplicaUton, the 
Aaency  believes it importc-int that the 
Ui'tlmate burdeii fol- P I-0-vidirto the 
infomiation necess-ary for anade quate 
review of a per ► it applic-alion should 
rest with the applicant and should not 
be transfe-c-red to the permittin g  
authority.. Therefore, the lan guage of the 
fin al regulations makes it possible for 
ale State to suppl y  this iiiformation 
ivhen, in the judoment of the Director, it 
is approp.riate to do-so. However, the 
final re gulations do not-exphc.1t-l y-rohL:sv6 
the applicant of the responsibilit y  for 

b1p v%-hen 

	

ir 	I 	A J. n, zi K 	s uch ir fc.) rn-,- t o n ~ i a a 
D: T - c to r C` ,- or', 3 1 IL a 	P  Z'-;, U- t e. 

	

A n 	h e.r ' el a  c 	c 4' c U." "Al I C It t c 	 • t2 r i 1, • 

the possible ii-iterpretation that Lil 

reqtjir'ing  cori-ective action-. on u.etils that 
'4 penetrate t1he 111jecItion zone WI-thin the 

area of revi 'c%II 1!;c Urectur may  bc -put 
i ri a position of ri- q -_jirin g  the app'licarit to 
go onto the properl.y  of oihers, ok- to tarke 
corrective actlion on dhe properk y  ol 
others in ardcAr 14c :ncot the permit 
corAditions. EPA aprees that it is 
inappropriate for !-hcse re gulations to 
require anappllci!nt to  perform actions 
which may  notbe, %vithin his legal' 
ability, as a cond.-Stion o,-, precoridition of 
obtainin8  a perrn;t.,&5  ._g  consec 

f., P  A"bQn leaLlirern-ent has 
I 

QQn revisd 	to provide tne 
irector iBnd the a  7))icant witAh three 

-0- D t jQ  11 3 
f'irst, if he can arran,,C it ivith the 

nciFhbonng  oti%,ners anci operators, the 
,9 ppl ica n t ma y , bc fo!1- e 'Fie be g ins to 
L-i i ect, taki-~ t'lle correl':tive actici-i 
prescribed 'Cly  C-,e 1)':,-ctc)r aind then 
inject at his 	iAnio-C IL1, 01tl p,  essure. 

Seco-rid, t'rip. Dirf-ictor rna y  issue a 
permit with a reduced 'Miec t4  Ion pressu.-e 
calculated s o  tl~at t'ne potential zone of 
e_lidan~,erin.3  i-riiluence wiO be no b. 
th.-in tl-ie P--.ea und-or the =Lrol cf 

I applicant in whicn the applicantL  can 
tile b r) pr CT)rj ,- 	- '' on. tal<le 	_1te corr-pctive Pt-Iii 

7'hird, Ctie 	Cmi IL-C! issuIII.,cl I 	y LAI 

the re ques"ed,  i.J J  Ct'A O" -)-CSSUrO, b, ul L 
iNi tfi thAe Gond~)tjon th a t C-ic ovrner or 
operator m-usl. operate

- 
at a lesscf 

pressure un t, i 1 s u ch a t 
I 
 ime t-liat he taiko  S  

the corrertivf-3 action rec, 	4''D ~ V ,ui.7ed to al" 
Mo.re exte--nsive zone of endi--anc--rinir, 
infiucnce. 1-i srTivin g  at tll.is i-es 

' c' EPA did not 0:7rce  1-%~ 7th 

su 	
that 

0, 	"he L~ e State uscl, its autl-i ;IV to fc-n 
Givne,J., or o,-Jcrator oLl the 4,  Dad." 	to 
p a i r i t. T 'p. e A Ir -, e a c y  b c-, hi e vel 	t 

not aPPro,,.)ria*I:- to Lise &,C authority  of 
the St a te to foi-ce one individual, 
*thou" his agreement, to incur 

expenslo-s and 
another party . Ln ~-:iddition,, abandoned 
lNell--i in th-e area of revie%v also ma y  
b a %, e t o ba f i:k E, a'. L-i r.nAc_n y*c.1I;, it .J 

I-lot be, possible to loCate e, respoil..--z;:J'Lc 
partv. - 

D. AM'eclionicollntegrity. Pro rnosed 
146.08 dcf1rn,.2d mec.'n.aniCal in"et-;-ity c-Is 

hav-l-ng  two iDarts: (1) 71 he cabsence ot a 
s 1A giffic"ont Itiak in the casLrig , tu... .11, or 
packer-, and (II tihe absence of 
si g-nificant fi'uid mo vement into an 
underctround source of d-rinkin g  water 
through vertical channels adjacent to 
the 'I'njection v-.,ell bore. Tl-te proposal 
specified thI t~he absence of g niticant 
leaks ivas to be established thr %..J . 5 3 the 
use of eiglit listed tests. The absence of 

"d 	F"' . ..... _AJ-b_"__'_-_--_ sq-iu icant flui move-ment couji e 0 
e-emonstrated either thArou:~ h well 
recorCs, 0'. t'l'i Ions t7a t i no tile ?'reL-,e7,,-e of 

I-I! t c, ji d e q , i tC C I I t711 0` t t-i 1`  rr 

log, densit y  log , or dual iieutroii lo &  '11,Ae 
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